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ABSTRACT 
Yellowfin tuna, Thunnus albacares, (YFT) is an important species in 
recreational and commercial fisheries in the Gulf of Mexico (GOM) and 
Caribbean region.  However, very little scientific information about YFT in the 
region exists in general and in particular about its movements and migrations, 
except information from limited tag/recapture studies that indicates that 
juveniles move great distances and mix with the large Eastern Atlantic 
populations.  Until recently, YFT was probably viewed by most fisheries 
scientists as a highly migratory species that is caught by fishermen at various 
places along the species’ large-scale, oceanic migratory routes.  Recently, 
however, independent acoustic tagging and telemetry studies of YFT in three 
different locations and environments have shown a previously unknown, 
different pattern.  YFT have been shown to exhibit continued long-term 
residence around seamounts in the Gulf of California, fish aggregating devices 
(FADs) in Hawaii, and deepwater petroleum structures in the Gulf of Mexico.  
The recent findings of protracted association of YFT with objects and features 
suggest that fisheries scientists and managers should view YFT in a new and 
different light.  Many large petroleum structures have been deployed in deep 
waters of the outer continental shelf of the northern GOM, numerous FADs 
have been installed around Caribbean islands, and numerous seamount-like 
bathymetric features exist in the Gulf and Caribbean. Resident or seasonally 
resident aggregations of YFT may occur at these locations, perhaps including 
some Caribbean islands. 
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Los Paradigmas Nuevos para Movimientos de Atún de Yel-
lowfin y Distribuciones – las Implicaciones para el Golfo y la 
Región Caribe 
 
El atún de aleta amarilla (YFT), Thunnus albacares, es una especie 
importante en pesquerías recreativas y comerciales en el Golfo de México 
(GOM) y en el Caribe.  Sin embargo, hay muy poco información científica 
acerca de YFT en la region, especialmente  acerca de sus movimientos y 
migraciones, menos información de estudios limitados que indica que juveniles 
mueven gran distancias y se mezclan con las poblaciones atlánticas orientales. 
YFT fue visto, probablemente por la mayoría de científicos, como una especie 
migratoria capturada por pescadores en sus rutas migratorias.  Recientemente, 
estudios acústicos de YFT en tres ubicaciones diferentes han mostrado una 
pauta previamente desconocida y diferente.  YFT ha exhibido residencia 
continuada alrededor de promontorios marinos en el Golfo de California, 
alrededor de agregadores de peces (FADs) en Hawaii, y alrededor de platafor-
mas de petróleo en aguas profundas en el Golfo de México. Estos resultados 
recientes describiendo la asociación de YFT con objetos sugieren que científi-
cos deben considerar YFT en una manera diferente. Muchas plataformas de 
petróleo se han construado en el GOM, numerosas FADs se han instalado 
alrededor de islas caribes, y numerosos promontorios marinos existen en el 
Golfo y el Caribe. Agregaciones de YFT pueden ocurrir en estas ubicaciones, 
quizás inclusive algunas islas caribes. 
 
PALABRAS CLAVES: Atún de aleta amarilla, Thunnus albacares, (YFT)  
 
 
INTRODUCTION 
The offshore oil and gas industry in the northern Gulf of Mexico (GOM) 
has rapidly expanded over the last decade into deeper and deeper waters of the 
continental shelf (Richardson et al. 2004) by developing new technology, 
including various types of permanent floating structures that presently drill and 
produce petroleum from structures in depths as deep as 1,646 m [Minerals 
Management Service (http://www.gomr.mms.gov/homepg/ offshore/deepwatr/
dpstruct.html)].  Carney (1997) recognized early in this expansion that there 
was a potential for these new deepwater (depth > 305 m = 1,000 ft) petroleum 
structures (DPSs) to affect open-ocean fish species by acting as fish aggregat-
ing devices (FADs).  Edwards and Sulak (2002) assessed this potential by 
examining the scientific literature on FADs and by obtaining expert opinions 
of FADs researchers.  Furthermore, sport fishermen were already catching 
large numbers of open-ocean fish from around these new deepwater oil rigs 
(Sloan 2001).  Therefore, Edwards and Sulak (2003) concluded that DPSs had 
a high likelihood of generally having substantial FADs effects on highly 
migratory fish species, particularly on tuna species, and thus that direct study 
of the effects of DPSs on tunas was needed. 
Yellowfin tuna, Thunnus albacares, is recreationally and commercially 
important in the Gulf of Mexico and Caribbean Sea and undoubtedly is the 
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species that is most strongly attracted to FADs.   This attraction is so strong 
that presently most of the world catch of yellowfin tuna (YFT) is taken around 
drifting or anchored objects that serve as FADs (Fonteneau et al. 2000).  This 
aggregating effect is so great that Marsac et al.  (2000) suggested that drifting 
FADs may act as an “ecological trap” and negatively impact fisheries.   
Twenty-six permanent DPSs presently are in place on the outer continental 
shelf of the northern GOM.  Anchored FADs recently have been deployed in 
the French Antilles (Taquet 1998, Laurans et al. 2000) and off Cuba (Martin 
1999).  A network of FADs has been deployed around the Hawaiian Islands for 
over two decades and primarily benefits sport and artisanal fishermen (Holland 
et al. 2000). 
Holland et al. (1990) provided some of the earliest information about the 
relationships between yellowfin tuna and FADs by using acoustic telemetry to 
track yellowfin tuna movements around Hawaiian FADs.  They observed a 
diurnal pattern, with YFT remaining very near the FAD (on-FAD) during 
daylight hours, but making excursions of up to about 9.2 km away from the 
FAD (off-FAD) at night, and returning to the FAD early the next morning.  
They also found that YFT could navigate between FADs and to and from 
island drop-off features over distances separated by at least 18.5 km.  Simi-
larly, Marsac et al. (1996) acoustically tracked YFT around FADs deployed 
around Reunion Island in the Indian Ocean and suggested that YFT aggregate 
around FADs for a limited time until they migrate out of the area.  Holland et 
al. (1999) evaluated the aggregation effects of a natural seamount off Hawaii 
using conventional tagging and estimated that the half-life residence time of 
YFT was about 15 days and suggested that seamounts act as orientation points 
for larger- scale migrations, rather than feeding stations.  Sibert et al. (2000) 
considered YFT populations around this seamount to be “labile”, although it 
must be pointed out that the YFT tagged in this study were relatively small, 
with the large majority being less than 60 cm FL (Itano and Holland 2000).   
However, in all these studies the developing concept or paradigm was that 
migrating YFT are attracted to FADs around which they temporarily aggregate 
before continuing their long, oceanic migrations.   
For example, Kleiber and Hamilton (1994) modeled skipjack tuna 
movements in terms of diffusivity and concluded that four or five FADs in an 
area approximately 50 x 50 km could reduce propensity for skipjack tuna to 
leave that area by 50%.  Hence the view was that FADs retarded normal 
migrational movements of tunas.   
However, Klimley and Holloway (1999) studied movements of acousti-
cally tagged YFT around Hawaiian FADs using automatic, continuously-
recording hydrophone and receiver systems (“listening stations”) attached to 
FADs moorings and found that YFT acoustically tagged at Hawaiian FADs 
returned repeatedly to FADs, sometimes with long intervals between visits, 
often synchronously with other tagged individuals, and often with temporal 
precision.   
Klimley and Holloway (1999) viewed their findings as indicating that tuna 
had migratory pathways, within which “way points”, such as FADs, are visited 
with temporal regularity.  In other words, all of these earlier studies empha-
sized the migratory perspective of YFT presence, with FADs and some natural 
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features acting as points of temporary residence within a larger migratory 
pathway. 
In this light, we conducted a study of YFT around GOM DPSs, with the 
goal of examining their temporal and spatial relationships to these large 
structures.  We planned to test the hypothesis that YFT would exhibit relation-
ships similar to those described by Holland et al. (1990) and Josse et al. (2000) 
around anchored FADs — on-FAD during daylight, off-FAD movement and 
return during night and early morning.  An alternative hypothesis was that YFT 
would exhibit the on-FAD during night and off-FAD during daylight pattern of 
YFT around drifting FADs (Hall et al. 1992, Marsac et al. 1996, Menard et al. 
2000).  Another major objective of the study was to determine if YFT presence 
near DPSs was ephemeral (hours to few days) or protracted (many days).  A 
final objective was to determine if acoustic-tagged YFT presence, site fidelity, 
and movements between DPSs could be monitored in the future by continu-
ously operating hydrophone/receiver systems such as used by  Klimley et al. 
(1998) and Klimley and Holloway (1999) placed on or near the DPSs. 
 
 
METHODS 
 
Study Site 
The primary study site was a deepwater oil rig (water depth = 1,006 m), 
Shell Oil Company’s Brutus, located at 27.796 N, 90.648W in the northern 
Gulf of Mexico about  120  km west of the Mississippi River Delta, approxi-
mately 140 km due south of the easternmost tip of Isles Derenieres bordering 
western Terrebonne Bay, LA (Figure 1).  This large tension-leg platform 
consists of a hull comprised of four 20-m diameter x 50-m tall cylindrical 
columns connected by 61-meter subsurface pontoons, anchored with 12, 81-cm 
dia. steel tendons connected to pilings driven 93 m into the bottom.  Five levels 
of deck modules and supporting structures together weighing over 2,000 t are 
supported on the approximately 101 m x 101 m TLP hull.  The DPS closest to 
Brutus is Chevron Oil Company’s Genesis, a spar rig (single cylindrical hull, 
37 m dia x 215 m tall, ~ 200 m subsurface, anchored with 14 13.3 cm chain/
cable units) is 13  km E of Brutus in 789 m depth.  The next closest structure is 
Shell Bullwinkle, a fixed-leg platform 27 km WNW of Brutus in 412 m depth.  
Current flow during the study was usually toward NNW and was roughly 
estimated (from vessel drift rate determined by GPS) to be 0.9-2.8 km/hr) and 
resulted in obviously visible turbulence downstream of the structures.   
 
Tagging and Tracking 
Yellowfin tuna were caught 50 - 300 m from the structure (Brutus) by 
angling using typical rod-and-reel gear with 23 - 36 kg-test (50 - 80 lb-test) 
line and circle hooks baited with live or dead natural baits.  Fish were tagged 
from a small (4 m) inflatable boat tethered next to the research vessel (R.V. 
Acadiana, Louisiana  Universities Marine Consortium, Cocodrie, LA).  The 
fish were either brought alongside the inflatable, and restrained by holding the 
leader close to the hook while the fish was simultaneously held by the caudle 
peduncle, and tagged while in the water; or were brought aboard the inflatable, 
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and placed on a seawater-soaked foam pad before tagging and releasing.  
Coded acoustic transmitter tags, Sonotronics CHP-87-L, 18 mm dia X 90 mm 
long, 35-72 kHz) or coded depth-indicating tags (Sonotronics DT-97-L, 18 mm 
dia X 86 mm long) tags (two tags) were attached by 7cm nylon monofilament 
(23 kg-test) tethers to nylon dart heads (Floy BFIM-96 billfish (BF) tags on 
stainless steel applicator mandrils) which were inserted about 1 cm below the 
dorsal fin at about a 45 deg angle from vertical (dorsal) and about the same 
angle posteriorly to a depth of about 5 cm).  Some transmitter tags  were 
applied, after bringing the fish into the inflatable boat, using a loop of mono-
filament line (23 kg-test) encircling the fish between the two dorsal fins 
(Figure 2).  The loop was made snug around the fish by sliding a bronze leader 
sleeve down the loop, crimping the sleeve, and trimming the excess meter.  
The loop included a bimetallic (bronze and steel) link that would corrode and 
allow the loop and transmitter to fall away in a few weeks or months.  Most 
circle hooks (all imbedded in the corner of the jaw) left in place by cutting the 
monofilament close to the hook.  Hooks in the first three fish were cut below 
the hook eye using a small bolt cutter, but the practice was discontinued after 
seas became too rough to allow it to be done quickly.  Because most fish were 
tagged and released without removing them from the water, weights were 
estimated by mental comparison with size of other YFT that had been caught, 
boated  (but not tagged due to damage or poor condition) and weighed during 
the study.  
 
Figure 1.  Study site 
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Figure 2.  Acoustic transmitter harness.  Labeled components are:  A—
monofilament loop, B—bronze leader sleeve, C—bimetallic (black = steel wire, 
gray – bronze leader sleeve) corrodible link, D—monofilament loop to transmit-
ter, E—Acoustic transmitter. 
 
Tracking gear consisted of a pair of parabolic (15-deg nominal cone angle) 
hydrophones (Sonotronics Model DH-4) mounted pointing forward on either 
side of the vessel, slightly aft of amidships on aluminum masts extending about 
1 m below the water surface and secured by fore and aft lines attached to the 
mast near its lower end.  Cables from each hydrophone were connected to 
separate receivers (Sonotronics Model USR-96), and the output of each 
receiver was connected to the respective side (relative to the boat/hydrophones) 
of stereo headphone jacks, providing a stereophonic output.  The position of 
the fish relative to the boat was audibly detectable from amplitude difference in 
stereo headsets (Edwards 1998).   
Fish were not tracked immediately after release or continuously at any 
time because of several unexpected technical problems (see discussion). 
Instead, the area (~1 km radius) around the structure was periodically searched 
several times a day, and sonic-tagged fish presence was detected and identified 
by code and/or transmitter frequency.   
The work was done during the period (late summer) of peak YFT 
abundance and catches around northern GOM DPSs.  It was separated into two 
legs (due to weather conditions and sea-keeping capability of the research 
vessel):  24-30 August, and 5-10 September, 2003.  
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RESULTS 
Eleven yellowfin tuna, estimated weights 9-43 kg (20-95 lb), were tagged; 
nine during Leg 1, and two during Leg 2 (Table 1).  Seven fish tagged during 
Leg 1 were each relocated during 3 - 18 time intervals extending 2 - 14 days 
after release (Figure 3).  Fish 03-1 was not relocated beyond initial detections 
40 minutes after release.  No signals were detected during searches at Genesis 
on 25 and 28 August.  
During Leg 2, three of the seven fish relocated during Leg 1 were again 
relocated at Brutus.  Only two fish were tagged during Leg-2 because of 
scarcity of YFT.  Fish 03-10 was not relocated during searching shortly after 
release or during almost two days of searching around Brutus, but it was 
relocated when Genesis (13 km E) was searched on the second day after 
release.  Fish 03-11 was relocated at Brutus after not being detected for 20 
hours after release.  No signals were detected around Bullwinkle (27 km 
WNW) when it was searched on 7 September. 
Fish 03-10 and 03-11 were tagged with depth indicating tags.  However, 
due to extremely rough seas on 9 September when they were relocated, they 
each telemetered only one repeatable depth, 31 m and 96 m, respectively. 
 
 
 
Table 1.  Date, time, estimated weight, transmitter frequency and attachment 
method for yellowfin tuna tagged with sonic tags. 
Fish Tagged/Released Weight Frequency Attachment 
  Date Time (kg) (kHz)   
03-1 08/24/03 20:45 23 37 Dart 
03-2 08/25/03 19:50 20 35 Dart 
03-3 08/25/03 20:25 18 37 Dart 
03-4 08/25/03 22:24 32 35 Dart 
03-5 08/26/03 01:10 9 38 Dart 
03-6 08/26/03 20:40 27 38 Dart 
03-7 08/27/03 20:34 19 72 Harness 
03-8 08/27/03 21:34 27 38 Dart 
03-9 08/27/03 22:00 11 72 Harness 
03-10 09/07/03 13:20 43 35 Dart 
03-11 09/08/03 15:40 32 38 Harness 
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Figure 3.  Relocations of acoustic-tagged yellowfin tuna 03-1 – 03-11.  First 
diamond represents release, subsequent diamonds indicate relocations.  Open 
diamonds indicate relocations based on signal frequency (38 kHz) alone but 
without code discrimination (indicating presence of either 03-5 or 03-8).   
 
 
DISCUSSION 
The relocations, as well as numerous sightings of schools of YFT feeding 
around Brutus at night, did not support the hypothesis that YFT around DPSs 
conformed to the daytime on-FAD, nighttime off-FAD pattern (Holland et al. 
1990, Josse et al. 2000) for anchored FADs, nor did it conform to opposite 
pattern (day-off, night-on) drifting FAD pattern (Hall et al. 1992, Menard et al. 
2000).  Recent continuous monitoring around unlighted Hawaiian FADs has 
also found YFT present at all times of the day (Kim Holland, Personal 
communication).  Acoustic-tagged YFT were relocated near Brutus during day 
and night hours, and diurnal patterns were not evident.  It is likely that most 
fish remained in the immediate area of the structure throughout the day and 
night, periodically moving short distances away and out of range of acoustic 
detection.  However, longer and more-distant movements also may have 
occurred during instances in which fish were undetected for long intervals.   
The fact that these deepwater platforms are well lighted by numerous 
bright electric lights almost surely contributes to this 24 hour residence pattern.  
Schools of YFT were observed to feed intensively at the surface at night in the 
lighted area near the structure.  They appeared to be feeding on flying fish that 
were abundant and were either attracted by the light or were vulnerable to 
predation because of the artificial lighting conditions.  Interestingly, the fact 
that YFT are able to feed intensively at night in the lighted area around the 
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structure may even result in trophic subsidy for YFT, perhaps to the degree that 
the DPSs not only attract YFT, but also enhance their production.   
 
Individual Fish Relocation and Residence Patterns 
The first fish (03-1) was never relocated after release.  It may have moved 
out of the area, perhaps because it was released farther from the structure, due 
to our inexperience and inability to tag it before the boat had drifted away from 
the rig.  It also may have died or shed its transmitter, again possibly due to our 
lack of previous experience in tagging YFT from a small inflatable boat at 
night.  
Rarely were fish absent for an entire day between their first and last 
relocations.  Fish 03-3 was relocated during every search between its first and 
last relocation.  Fish 03-4 was unusual in that it was relocated a little more than 
half a day after release, but then was absent until more than two days later, 
suggesting that it had moved away from the rig during that period.   
Fish 03-5 and 03-08 may or may not have been absent during some 
searches between their first and last relocations.  This was due to the fact that 
both of these fish, plus Fish 03-06 were tagged with 38 kHz transmitters.  Fish 
03-06 was relocated, and identified from its code sequence, consistently until 
the end of Leg 1.  On numerous occasions a second or second and third 
transmitter were detected simultaneously on 38 kHz indicating that 03-5 and or 
03-08 were present.  However, their codes could not be identified due to 
interference and overlapping pulses from presence of 03-06.  On one occasion, 
09:41on 29 August, we concluded that the all three transmitters were present, 
based on the number and frequency of pulses on 38 kHz.  Overall, however, 
the information on presence of 03-5 and 03-6 is ambiguous. 
Fish seeming to be absent during searches may have been in the immedi-
ate area but out of range and not detectable.  Signals were detected but were 
not able to be identified by code on several occasions when transmissions 
appeared to be coming from near schools of YFT that were seen to be feeding 
at the surface and apparently rapidly moving (as indicated by surface feeding 
activity).  Thus, tagged YFT may have been moving rapidly in and out of 
detection range while schooling with other YFT. 
Continuous tracking (Edwards 1998, Edwards et al. 2003) was found to be 
infeasible.  The tracking vessel, when the engines were engaged, produced a 
noise level (presumably from propellers or shafts) that almost totally obliter-
ated the signal from the transmitter tags.  We had never experienced this kind 
of high noise level while working from a variety of vessel types and sizes in 
the past.  Additionally, the tuna were often very deep, while at other times 
came to or close to the surface, and geometrically, a 15˚ parabolic-reflector 
hydrophone is unable to directly receive surface and deep (>50 m) signals 
unless the vessel further than 200 m from the fish.  At that distance, the noise 
from the vessel and sea surface often overwhelmed the tag signal.  Further-
more, there were problems due to confusing signals reflected from the DPS 
hull, acoustic shadows of the hull, noise from rough seas and rain, pitch and 
roll of the vessel in large seas, and interference (on some frequencies) from 
powerful acoustic Doppler current profilers on the rigs.    
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CONCLUSIONS 
 
New Information 
The finding of relatively long (weeks or more) residence time for YFT 
around DPSs was at first surprising in view of what was expected from 
previous studies such as Holland et al. (1990).  However, our work was done 
without the benefit of having seen the results reported by Klimley et al. (2003) 
that were published almost simultaneously with the start of our field work.   
Klimley et al. (2003) monitored YFT presence around a shallow seamount 
(monitored depths less than 18 m to over 66 m) in the Gulf of California using 
automatic listening stations and found that six of 23 tagged YFT remained for 
intermediate periods ranging from two to six weeks, while five others remained 
and were detected regularly for periods of six to 18 months, sometimes even 
after extended absences of many weeks or several months. 
Most recently, Ohta and Kakuma (In press) used similar techniques and 
found that YFT had median continuous (no day-scale absence) residence times 
and intermittent residence (staying within 40 km) times of 7.9 and 17.0 days 
around giant (16 m diameter, maximum subsurface dimension) FADS (nirai) 
off Okinawa.  YFT were resident up to 48 days.  Although presence at a FAD 
was typically continuous with no daily absence until they departed the area, 
often being recaptured by fishermen at another FAD; one YFT remained at a 
FAD for 32 days and was absent for 33 days before returning for two more 
days (Ohta and Kakuma In press).  Similar results were found by Dagorn et al. 
(2003) who used similar methods to monitor a network of FADs around Oahu, 
Hawaii and found mixed results, with a large fraction of the YFT resident 
around FADs for only a short period (few days) while others remained within 
the FADs network for weeks (up to five months) (Kim Holland Personal 
communication). 
In this light, our finding that several YFT remained around a DPS for at 
least 13 days is not as surprising as it was first thought.  Since we were unable 
to monitor the DPS continuously with automatic listening stations, as was done 
by Klimley et al. (2003) and Ohta and Kakuma (In press), we cannot say 
whether YFT residence at DPSs is more like that found the former (months to 
over a year) or the latter (days to weeks).   
Many of the tuna tagged by Ohta and Kakuma (In press) and Dagorn et al. 
(2003) were small.  The mean size of the fish tagged by Ohta and Kakuma (in 
press) was only 67 cm FL, and all of the fish tagged by Dagorn et al. (2003) 
were less than 70 cm FL and weigh less than 7 kg (Uchiyama and Kazama, 
2003).  However the fish tagged by Klimley et al, 2003 were all larger than 70 
cm FL with 52% larger than 15 kg and 22% over 50 kg.  Only one of the fish 
tagged in our study was less than 10 kg (9.0 kg) and all except two were larger 
than 15 kg.  YFT begin to become sexually mature at around 70 cm TL (Itano, 
2000), and their food habits shift from planktonic to nektonic organisms.  
Therefore, it is likely that smaller YFT have very different relationships to 
objects and that their movement and migrations are not the same as those of 
larger, mature individuals. 
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Additionally, the presence of other nearby structures, such as FADs shelf 
drop-offs, seamounts and other bathymetric features probably influences 
movement patterns.  Physical (currents, water temperature, etc.) and biotic 
(prey and predators) factors also probably affect movements and migrations. 
Thus differences are to be expected between YFT studied in different locations 
and conditions.   
Despite this complexity, a new, or at least modified, concept or paradigm 
about YFT residency at FADs and other objects is emerging.  Clearly from 
Klimley et al (2003) it is now known that not all YFT are open-ocean nomads 
that only linger at features like sea mounts and FADs.  Instead, some remain 
for long periods – periods long enough for the resident populations to be 
perhaps viewed as meta-populations.  In any event, these new findings should 
be considered in assessment, monitoring, or management of YFT. 
 
Speculation 
An important related question is whether some YFT migrate from deeper 
water to aggregate around DPSs and natural bathymetric features and become 
resident metapopulations, or whether there is a more-continuous and substan-
tial exchange between open-Gulf and aggregated populations.  Other important 
questions include whether larger, open-ocean metapopulations exist and have 
regular exchange with local metapopulations.  What is important, in terms of 
fishery management and understanding YFT, is the degree to which these two 
scenarios occur.  
A substantial longline fishery in the GOM takes place mostly in deep 
waters farther offshore (González-Ania et al. 2001).  It is well known among 
commercial longline fishermen and has now been documented (González-Ania 
et al. 2001) that catch per unit effort is lowest during winter with a minimum in 
March.  However, recreational catches are very high at certain inner shelf 
bathymetric features, such as Sackett Bank, a diaper or salt dome formation, 
about 30 km offshore of the SW Pass mouth of the Mississippi River.  
Although not scientifically studied, knowledgeable sport fishermen attribute 
this seasonal inshore abundance of YFT at Sackett Bank (locally called 
Midnight Lump) to high abundance of prey species that are driven into deeper, 
warmer waters as coastal waters become very cold in winter.  Whether YFT 
migration to winter feeding habitats associated with mid-shelf features, 
accounts for the low longline CPUE in winter is unknown but possible.  
Alternatively, YFT abundance at Sackett Bank during winter may reflect an 
inshore movement of a local YFT population that aggregates around DPSs in 
the summer. 
In view of the new information from our study and other recent studies, it 
is becoming increasingly evident that movements and distributions of yellow-
fin tuna are different and more complex than previously thought. Yellowfin 
tuna are not exclusively nomadic wanderers of the pelagic realm.  Instead, 
man-made objects like FADs and petroleum platforms, as well as natural 
structures like seamounts, banks and islands,  probably substantially affect 
their movements, distributions, and possibly their population structure in the 
Gulf of Mexico and Caribbean Sea.  Further study of these effects, relation-
ships, and patterns is needed in order to scientifically understand yellowfin 
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tuna and to effectively manage fisheries for this important species. 
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